Boniol et al. [1] suggest that our analysis of the relation of cell phone contracts and brain tumors is erroneous, because both cell phones and brain tumors are associated with population. We agree with important points Boniol et al. make about interpretation of correlational studies, but not with their evaluation of our methodology.
There is no doubt that it is necessary to control for population when comparing variables, such as numbers of brain tumors and cell phones, to avoid spurious associations. In our study, the association was still statistically significant after controlling for population and two other confounders by multiple regression analysis. To illustrate that controlling for population in this way is not sufficient, Boniol et al. present examples of hospitals and beauty salons, both of which had significant associations with brain tumors even after controlling for population. If variables other than population are also associated with both cell phones and brain tumors, they would similarly generate spurious associations. Thus controlling only for population cannot be expected to eliminate all spurious association. The problem is how to distinguish spurious associations from real but subtle ones. In Boniol et al.'s example of beauty salons, prolonged use of dark-colored permanent hair dyes may have a relationship to the genesis of brain tumors [2] . Similarly, the association between number of hospitals and brain tumors also may have a biological basis, since many forms of cancer, including brain tumors, have been attributed to medical radiation [3] .
Even if the evidence for a real association between cell phone use and brain tumor risk-based on other studies in addition to ours-is weak, as Boniol et al. assert, it is prudent to err on the side of caution until additional studies indicate more clearly the reason for the apparent association. Thus, we conclude that that there is a need for more evaluation.
